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PREFACE 

The  purpose  of  Title  I  evaluation  is  to  provide  a  sound  basis  for  determining  whether 
programs  are  to  be  expanded,  modified  or  shifted  in  terms  of  objectives  and 
activities.  Evaluation  is  essential  to  secure  quantitative  and  qualitative  evidence  to 
ascertain  the  impact  of  Title  I  on  educationally  deprived  children. 

An  annual  evaluation  of  Montana's  ESEA  Title  I  programs  is  required  by  federal  law. 
The  Title  I  staff  in  my  office  has  the  responsibility  for  evaluating  programs  and 
disseminating  information  to  school  officials  and  other  interested  parties  about 
projects  and  programs  designed  to  strengthen  the  education  of  educationally 
deprived  children. 

This  report  contains  a  summary  of  data  and  information  compiled  from  Title  I 
programs  operated  by  school  districts  and  deals  only  with  programs  for 
educationally  deprived  children.  Specialized  programs  conducted  for  children  of 
migratory  agricultural  workers  and  for  handicapped,  neglected  and  delinquent 
children  residing  in  state-supported  institutions  are  described  in  separate  reports. 

Major  responsibility  for  the  preparation  of  this  report  was  assumed  by  Dean  M. 
Lindahl,  ESEA  Title  I  Supervisor,  with  the  assistance  of  Donald  Campbell,  Theodore 
Clark  and  Jeanine  Gilmartin,  Ph.D.,  ESEA  Title  I  Program  Specialists,  and  Mrs. 
Violet  Kelley,  ESEA  Title  I  Fiscal  Administrator. 
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Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction 
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BASIC  STATISTICAL  DATA 

During  the  seventh  year  of  Title  I  operation  in  Montana,  170  projects  totaling  $2,807,120  were 
approved  to  assist  school  districts  and  state  institutions  for  the  handicapped,  neglected  and 
delinquent  with  special  educational  programs.  The  data  in  Table  I  show  that  the  total  funds 
approved  for  this  purpose  constituted  83.9  percent  of  the  total  grant  of  $3,344,664.  Montana's 
eight  institutions  for  the  handicapped,  neglected  and  delinquent  applied  for  and  were  given  approval 
for  receipt  of  all  but  $13,544  of  the  $331,326  grant  available  and  Montana's  school  districts  applied 
for  and  were  given  approval  for  receipt  of  82.6  percent  of  the  total  grant  available.  Not  shown  in 
Table  I  are  $691,133  of  FY  '71  carryover  and  reallocated  funds  which  were  approved  to  assist  in 
the  support  of  activities  in  145  projects.  In  addition,  $115,751  in  Part  B  funds  were  approved  for 
17  projects  and  $1,485  in  Part  C  funds  were  approved  for  seven  projects. 

TABLE  I 

ESEA  TITLE  I  GRANT  AND  APPROVED  AMOUNTS  FOR 
SCHOOL  DISTRICTS  AND  STATE  INSTITUTIONS 


Grant  Amount 

Approved 
Project  Amount 

Percentage 

$3,013,338 

$2,489,338 

82.61 

202,861 

199,345 

98.27 

42,950 

42,950 

100.00 

85,515 

75,487 

88.27 

$3,344,664 

$2,807,120 

83.93 

School  Districts 

State  Institutions 
for  the  Handicapped 

State  Institutions 
for  the  Neglected 

State  Institutions 
for  the  Delinquent 

Totals 


In  Montana,  each  public  school  district  is  eligible  for  and  is  entitled  to  receive  an  ESEA  Title  I 
allocation.  Montana  has  many  rural  districts  with  small  school  enrollments  as  well  as  a  small  number 
of  persons  aged  five  through  17  residing  in  the  district.  A  review  of  Montana  elementary  school 
districts  reveals  that  37  percent  of  all  elementary  schools  are  one-teacher  schools  (27  percent)  and 
two-teacher  schools  (10  percent)  with  a  range  in  enrollment  from  one  pupil  to  less  than  50  pupils. 
Consequently,  these  districts  have  small  allocations,  the  smallest  being  $30.  Only  about  one  out  of 
five  Montana  school  districts  has  an  allocation  greater  than  the  $2,500  minimum  amount 
established  to  assure  a  project  of  size,  scope  and  quality  as  outlined  in  Section  116.18  of  the 
Federal  Regulations.  As  a  result  many  districts,  especially  those  in  the  more  isolated  areas  of 
Montana,  must  combine  their  allocations  in  a  cooperative  project  in  order  to  qualify  for  Title  I 
funds.  The  data  in  Table  II  show  that  there  were  only  33  single  district  projects  during  FY  '72  and 
that  64  percent  of  the  remaining  130  projects  were  cooperative  projects  involving  two  districts.  The 
greatest  number  of  districts  in  any  one  project  was  found  in  a  cooperative  project  involving  15 
districts  with  a  total  project  approved  amount  of  $5,207  in  FY  '72  funds  and  $8,293  in  FY  '71 
carryover  funds  and  81  participants.  The  average  number  of  districts  in  a  cooperative  project  was 
three. 
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TABLE  II 

NUMBER  OF  DISTRICTS  IN  TITLE  I  PROJECTS  AND 
NUMBER  OF  PROJECTS  IN  EACH  CATEGORY 


Number  of  Districts  Total  Number 

in  Title  I  Projects  of  Projects 

1  33 

2*  84 

3  21 

4  6 

5  4 

6  3 

7  5 

8  3 

9  2 
10  1 
15  1 

*One  project  includes  a  district  and  state  institution 

The  data  in  Table  III  show  that  428  or  61  percent  of  the  707  Montana  districts  participated  in  a 
Title  I  project  during  FY  '72.  Of  these  participating  districts,  134  were  high  school  districts  and  294 
were  elementary  districts.  The  table  further  reveals  that  82  percent  of  all  high  school  districts  and 
54  percent  of  all  elementary  districts  were  involved  in  a  Title  I  project.  This  table  also  shows  that  all 
eight  Montana  institutions  for  the  handicapped,  neglected  and  delinquent  filed  applications  for  Title 
I  funds  and  participated  in  projects  designed  to  assist  the  disadvantaged  children  assigned  to  the 
institution.  These  institutions  had  approved  project  amounts  totaling  $317,782.  (Table  I,  Page  1) 

The  data  in  Table  IV  show  the  number  and  percent  distribution  of  Title  I  projects  as  well  as  the 
dollar  amount  and  percent  distribution  of  Title  I  funds.  This  table  reveals  that  more  than  one-third 
(37  percent)  of  all  projects  approved  during  FY  '72  had  approved  project  amounts  less  than  $4,999 
and  that  the  total  approved  amounts  for  such  projects  constituted  less  than  seven  percent  (6.68 
percent)  of  the  total  amount  approved.  The  greatest  amount  of  funds,  $506,633  or  20.3  percent, 
was  approved  for  two  projects  in  the  $200,000  and  up  category.  The  next  greatest  amount  of  funds, 
$427,21 1  or  17.1  percent  was  approved  for  15  projects  in  the  $20,000  to  $39,999  category.  This 
table  also  reveals  that  150  projects  or  92  percent  of  the  Title  I  projects  approved  for  local 
educational  agencies  had  project  amounts  totaling  less  than  $40,000  each  and  that  the  total  funds 
for  these  projects  amounted  to  only  51  percent  of  the  total  amount  approved. 


-2- 


TABLE  III 

SUMMARY  OF  ESEA  TITLE  I 
DISTRICT,  PROJECT,  PUPIL  AND  STAFF  PARTICIPATION 

FISCAL  YEAR  1972 


1.  Number  of  School  Districts  in  State 

a.  Number  of  high  school  districts 

b.  Number  of  elementary  districts 

2.  Number  and  Percent  of  School  Districts  in  Title  I  Projects 

a.  Number  and  percent  of  high  school  districts 

b.  Number  and  percent  of  elementary  districts 


163 
544 


134 
294 


(82%) 
(54%) 


707 


428  (61%) 


3.  Total  Number  of  ESEA  Title  I  Projects 

4.  Total  Number  of  Single  District  Projects 

5.  Total  Number  of  Cooperative  District  Projects 

6.  Total  Number  of  Pupil  Participants 

a.  Number  and  percent  of  public  school  participants 

b.  Number  and  percent  of  non-public  school 
participants 

c.  Number  and  percent  of  "youth  not  enrolled" 

7.  Number  of  State  Institutions  in  Title  I  Projects 


9,437 

643 
133 


(93%) 

(  6%) 

(   3%) 


163 

33 

130 

10,213 


TABLE  IV 

NUMBER  AND  PERCENT  DISTRIBUTION  OF  TITLE  I  PROJECTS  WITH 

ACCUMULATIVE  PERCENTAGES  AND  DOLLAR  AMOUNTS  AND  PERCENT 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  TITLE  I  PROJECT  APPROVED  AMOUNTS 

WITH  ACCUMULATED  PERCENTAGES 

FISCAL  YEAR  1972 


Percent 

Approved 

Approved 

Number 

Percent  of 

Project 

Project 

Approved  Project 

of 

Projects  Each 

Accumulative 

Amounts  Each 

Amounts 

Accumulative 

Amounts 

Projects* 

Category 

Percentages 

Category 

Each  Category 

Percentages 

$200,000  &  Up 

2 

1.23 

100.00 

$506,633 

20.36 

100.00 

100,000  to  199,999 

1 

.62 

98.77 

121,846 

4.89 

79.64 

80,000  to    99,999 

0 

0 

98.15 

0 

0 

74.75 

60,000  to    79,999 

4 

2.45 

98.15 

273,497 

10.99 

74.75 

40,000  to    59,999 

6 

3.68 

95.70 

303,681 

12.20 

63.76 

20,000  to    39,999 

15 

9.20 

92.02 

427,211 

17.16 

51.56 

10,000  to    19,999 

28 

17.18 

82.82 

382,597 

15.37 

34.40 

5,000  to      9,999 

46 

28.22 

64.64 

307,549 

12.35 

19.03 

2,500  to      4,999 

38 

23.31 

37.42 

138,180 

5.55 

6.68 

Less  than  2,499** 

16 

9.82 

14.11 

28,144 

1.13 

1.13 

r\*  *  * 

7 

4.29 

4.29 

0 

0 

0 

*Local  Educational  Agencies  only 
These  projects  also  funded  with  FY  '71  carryover  funds 
"These  projects  funded  with  FY  '71  carryover  funds  only 
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The  data  in  Table  V  show  that  of  a  total  of  10,213  Title  I  participants,  9,437  or  92.4  percent  were 
public  school  children,  643  or  6.3  percent  were  non-public  school  children  and  133  or  1.3  percent 
were  youth  not  enrolled  in  school.  The  persons  completing  the  information  for  the  evaluation 
instrument  were  asked  to  include  dropouts  who  participated  in  the  Title  I  program  in  the  "youth 
not  enrolled"  column  and  it  appears  that  some  respondents  considered  kindergarten  children  to  be 
"youth  not  enrolled."  This  data  compares  to  88  percent  public  school  participants,  nine  percent 
non-public  school  participants  and  three  percent  "youth  not  enrolled"  participants  during  FY  '68; 
83  percent  public  school  participants,  12  percent  non-public  school  participants  and  five  percent 
"youth  not  enrolled"  participants  during  FY  '69;  92  percent  public  school  participants,  six  percent 
non-public  school  participants  and  two  percent  "youth  not  enrolled"  participants  during  FY  '70; 
and  91  percent  public  school  participants,  six  percent  non-public  school  participants  and  two 
percent  "youth  not  enrolled"  participants  during  FY  '71.  Further,  the  total  number  of  participants, 
20,477  in  FY  '68,  was  reduced  by  41  percent  in  FY  '69  to  12,081  and  in  FY  '70  the  number  of 
participants  was  reduced  to  7,420.  The  total  number  of  participants  increased  to  8,441  in  FY  '71 
and  to  10,213  in  FY  '72.  The  average  approved  expenditure  per  participant  from  Title  I  funds 
increased  by  $85  or  59  percent  from  $143  per  participant  in  FY  '68  to  $228  per  participant  in  FY 
'69.  The  average  approved  expenditure  per  participant  from  Title  I  funds  again  increased  by  $99  or 
43  percent  from  $228  per  participant  in  FY  '69  to  $327  per  participant  in  FY  '70.  The  average 
approved  expenditure  per  participant  from  Title  I  funds  decreased  by  $34  from  $327  per 
participant  in  FY  '70  to  $293  per  participant  in  FY  '71.  The  average  approved  expenditure  per 
participant  during  FY  '72  was  $276.  The  fact  that  the  average  approved  expenditure  per  participant 
is  close  to  the  $300  level  or  almost  one-half  of  the  average  per  pupil  cost  in  Montana  for  three 
consecutive  years  may  indicate  that  projects  are  more  carefully  planned  and  services  are  being 
concentrated  on  a  limited  number  of  disadvantaged  children,  thus,  adhering  more  closely  to  the 
guidelines  and  the  intent  of  the  Act. 

TABLE  V 

GRADE  DISTRIBUTION  OF  TITLE  I 
PARTICIPANTS  BY  TYPE  SCHOOL 


Grade  Level 


(1 


Public  School 
Children 

(2) 


Non-Public 
School 
Children 
(3) 


Youth  Not  Total 

Enrolled  In  Participants 

Any  School  (Cols.  2+3+4) 

(4)  (5) 


Pre-Kindergarten 

Kindergarten 

Grade  1 

Grade  2 

Grade  3 

Grade  4 

Grade  5 

Grade  6 

Grade  7 

Grade  8 

Ungraded  (Elementary) 

Grade  9 

Grade  10 

Grade  1 1 

Grade  12 

Ungraded  (High  School) 

Total 


83 

125 

753 

863 

1,034 

1,113 

1,006 

826 

869 

751 

754 
570 
371 
210 
109 

9,437 


4 
12 
78 
51 
56 
77 
75 
45 
73 
61 

22 
32 
30 
27 


643 


87 

17 

154 

831 

914 

1,090 

1,190 

1,081 

871 

942 

1 

813 

1 

1 

9 

785 

12 

614 

25 

426 

42 

279 

26 

135 

33 

10,213 
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ESEA  TITLE  I  STAFF  VISITS 

During  FY  '72  the  ESEA  Title  I  staff  made  186  visits  to  districts  participating  in  Title  I.  These  staff 
visits  can  be  categorized  by  objective  as  follows:  1)  Planning,  2)  Review,  3)  Fiscal  Monitoring  and  4) 
Miscellaneous. 

Of  the  186  staff  visits  73  or  39  percent  were  primarily  devoted  to  assisting  school  officials  and  their 
staff  with  the  planning  of  effective  projects.  Through  these  visits  the  ESEA  Title  I  staff  provided 
leadership,  consultative  and  technical  assistance  to  local  staffs  in  such  areas  as  identifying  pupil 
needs,  defining  project  objectives,  determining  appropriate  activities  to  reach  those  objectives  and 
selecting  alternatives  which  offer  greater  promise  of  helping  the  disadvantaged  child. 

In  addition  to  these  visits  the  ESEA  Title  I  staff  provided  leadership  and  consultative  services  to 
school  officials,  project  directors,  authorized  representatives  and  project  supervisors  who  visited  the 
Office  of  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  to  secure  help  in  project  planning. 

One  hundred  thirteen  staff  visits  or  61  percent  were  on-site  reviews  of  Title  I  projects.  During  the 
visit  all  phases  of  the  program  (planning,  program  development,  program  operation,  evaluation  and 
fiscal  control)  were  considered  and  discussed.  Each  visit  was  specifically  designed  to  assess  the 
manner  and  degree  to  which  the  districts  were  implementing  and  operating  the  program  as  approved 
by  the  Office  of  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction. 

Also,  the  ESEA  Title  I  staff  rendered  technical  assistance  such  as  interpretation  of  laws  and 
regulations,  management  procedures  and  preparation  for  the  development  of  the  next  year's 
application.  Further,  the  Title  I  staff  assisted  with  the  identification  of  promising  practices  in 
compensatory  education  and  the  identification  of  resource  people  who  could  provide  expertise  in 
certain  phases  of  the  program. 

Five  of  the  larger  Title  I  projects  in  Montana  were  also  reviewed  by  a  team  consisting  of  five  or  six 
members  of  the  State  Superintendent's  staff.  Team  visitations  were  scheduled  only  on  projects  that 
had  several  components  and  large  allocations. 

The  fiscal  activities  of  all  ESEA  Title  I  projects  are  reviewed  each  calendar  quarter  upon  receipt  of 
the  quarterly  request  for  funds  and  a  copy  of  the  financial  transaction  records.  However,  of  the  186 
staff  visits,  seven  also  involved  on-site  fiscal  monitoring  by  the  ESEA  Title  I  fiscal  administrator. 
Fiscal  monitoring  included  a  review  of  the  financial  records,  the  appropriate  accounting  coding  and 
identifying  costs  and  expenditures  that  may  be  questionable  and  which  may  ultimately  result  in  an 
audit  exception. 

In  addition  to  staff  visits  there  were  other  contacts  with  school  officials  not  easily  classified  in  any 
category  outlined  above.  These  included  activities  such  as  ESEA  Title  I  staff  attendance  at  the  State 
Superintendent's  annual  education  conference  and  other  administrator  conferences  and  education 
conventions.  Although  attendance  at  these  conferences  and  conventions  was  not  primarily  for  the 
purpose  of  discussing  Title  I,  much  groundwork  for  the  development  of  future  programs  was 
developed  along  with  discussing  and  providing  assistance  in  special  problem  areas.  It  is  believed  that, 
although  not  considered  planning  sessions,  these  incidental  visits  did  result  in  more  formal  planning 
of  new  and/or  revised  activities. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  CHANGES  MADE  TO  IMPROVE  THE  QUALITY  OF  TITLE  I  PROJECTS 

In  an  effort  to  improve  the  quality  of  Title  I  projects,  to  better  serve  the  school  districts  and  to 
facilitate  the  operation  of  Title  I,  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  in  1969  divided  the  state 
into  three  regions  with  an  ESEA  Title  I  program  specialist  assigned  to  represent  each  region.  Each 
region  is  composed  of  18  or  20  counties  and  about  an  equal  number  of  projects.  The  addition  to  the 
ESEA  Title  I  staff  of  three  program  specialists,  each  representing  one  of  three  regions,  has  increased 
on-site  visitations,  thus,  providing  more  assistance  to  school  officials  in  the  areas  of  program 
planning,  implementation,  operation  and  evaluation.  From  the  basis  of  experience  of  the  first  two 
or  three  years  of  Title  I  operation,  it  was  determined  that  the  same  program  specialist  should  work 
with  the  same  school  official  throughout  the  year  in  project  development  and  project 
implementation.  Previous  to  1969  a  school  official  may  have  dealt  with  a  different  staff  member 
each  time  a  new  project,  or  an  amendment  or  a  budget  change  was  made. 

As  a  part  of  his  responsibilities,  each  program  specialist  visits  each  project  in  the  region  he 
represents.  During  the  on-site  visit  the  program  specialist  compares  the  approved  project  proposal 
with  the  operation  of  the  project  and  reviews  the  efforts  made  by  the  school  district  to  attain  the 
objectives  of  the  project.  He  notes  and  points  out  to  the  superintendent  of  schools  and  the  Title  I 
project  directors  or  supervisors  the  strengths  or  weaknesses  that  he  has  observed.  He  makes 
short-term  and  long-term  suggestions  relative  to  the  project.  He  also  has  the  opportunity  to  share 
ideas  with  the  Title  I  personnel  that  he  may  have  gleaned  from  visits  to  other  projects.  As  a  result  of 
the  assignment  of  an  ESEA  Title  I  program  specialist  to  each  region  of  the  state,  the  school  officials 
now  feel  that  they  have  more  direct  contact  with  the  Office  of  the  Superintendent  of  Public 
Instruction  and  have  found  that  this  personal  contact  is  useful  both  to  them  and  the 
Superintendent's  staff.  All  of  this  has  resulted  in  an  improvement  of  the  quality  of  the  approved 
Title  I  projects.  The  ESEA  Title  I  program  specialist  has  gained  sophistication  in  screening  the 
applications  received  from  the  school  districts.  This  has  had  the  effect  of  narrowing  the  thrust  of 
Title  I  and  of  concentrating  on  the  most  educationally  disadvantaged  children.  Another  effect  has 
been  for  the  school  officials  to  think  in  terms  of  individualizing  the  educational  programs  for  Title  I 
children. 

WORKSHOP  ON  PERFORMANCE  OBJECTIVES 

During  October  of  1971  the  ESEA  Title  I  staff  conducted  a  workshop  on  performance  objectives. 
This  workshop  was  attended  by  over  200  ESEA  Title  I  authorized  representatives,  project  directors, 
teachers  and  school  superintendents.  The  purpose  of  the  workshop  was  to  provide  specific  training 
in  writing  objectives  so  that  teachers  and  other  local  staff  can  understand  the  intent  of  the  Title  I 
program  and  to  enable  the  writer  of  an  ESEA  Title  I  proposal  to  write  objectives  for  the  program 
with  sufficient  criteria  for  evaluating  the  program.  In  addition,  the  workshop  was  designed  to 
provide  participants  with  the  opportunity  to  interchange  ideas  with  other  Title  I  personnel  and  to 
learn  more  about  the  relationship  between  objectives  and  evaluation. 

The  general  reaction  to  the  workshop  was  favorable.  The  evaluation  showed  that  94  percent  of  the 
participants  thought  the  workshop  was  beneficial;  84  percent  of  the  participants  thought  that  the 
use  of  performance  objectives  in  their  Title  I  program  would  improve  the  program;  and  only  one 
person  could  see  no  need  to  incorporate  performance  objectives  in  his  Title  I  program. 

PROJECT  OBJECTIVES 

On  the  application  for  federal  assistance  under  Title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Act  of 
1965  the  applicant  is  asked  to  state  the  goals  and  objectives  of  the  project.  Without  clearly  defined 
goals  and  objectives,  efficient  evaluation  of  the  project  is  almost  impossible.  Furthermore,  there  is 
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very  little,  if  any,  sound  basis  for  selecting  appropriate  instructional  methods,  content  or  materials. 
Another  reason  for  identifying  and  keeping  project  objectives  clearly  in  focus  is  that  the  degree  to 
which  participants  are  able  to  perform  can  be  continuously  evaluated. 

The  data  in  Table  VI  show  that  the  objective  "to  improve  classroom  performance  in  other  skill 
areas"  was  a  project  objective  in  128  or  79  percent  of  the  163  projects  and  the  objective  "to 
improve  classroom  performance  in  reading"  was  a  project  objective  in  155  or  95  percent  of  the  163 
projects.  Also  worthy  of  note  are  the  project  objectives  "to  change,  positively,  attitudes  toward 
school  and  education"  and  "to  improve  the  children's  self-image"  as  well  as  other  objectives  relating 
to  attitudes  and  behavior.  It  seems  to  be  more  obvious  each  year  that  attitudes  and  behavior  must 
be  altered  in  a  positive  manner  if  the  project  participants  are  to  be  expected  to  raise  their  level  of 
educational  attainment  as  prescribed  in  the  Act. 

TABLE  VI 

ESEA  TITLE  I  PROJECT  OBJECTIVES 

ESEA  Title  I  Total  Number 

Project  Objectives  of  Responses 


To  improve  classroom  performance  in  reading  155 

To  improve  classroom  performance  in  other  skill  areas  128 

To  improve  the  children's  self-image  62 

To  change,  positively,  attitudes  toward  school  and  education  59 

To  improve  children's  verbal  functioning  39 

To  improve  performance  on  standarized  achievement  tests  28 

To  improve  and  increase  the  children's  attention  span  26 

To  increase  expectations  of  success  in  school  24 

To  improve  work-study  skills  17 

To  improve  the  children's  emotional  and  social  stability 

and/or  that  of  their  families  16 

To  improve  the  children's  average  daily  attendance  13 

To  improve  children's  non-verbal  functioning  13 

To  raise  occupational  and/or  educational  aspirational  levels  12 

To  improve  physical  health  8 

To  improve  the  holding  power  (decrease  dropout  rate)  6 

To  improve  visual  perception  4 
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NUMERICAL  EVALUATION 

The  evaluator,  when  completing  the  evaluation  form,  was  asked  to  iderftify  the  activities  used  to 
achieve  the  stated  objectives.  The  evaluator  also  was  asked  to  indicate  the  educational  improvement 
of  the  participants.  The  data  in  Table  VII  show  the  activites  identified  by  evaluators  as  being  used 
to  achieve  an  objective  and  the  number  of  participants  showing  a  degree  of  change  by  having 
participated  in  the  activity. 

TABLE  VII 

NUMERICAL  EVALUATION 
CHANGE  RESULTING  FROM  EDUCATIONAL  ACTIVITIES 


Number  of  Students  Showing  a  Deqt 

ee  of  Change 

Educational 

Marked 

Some 

No 

Activity 

Improvement 

Improvement 

Improvement 

Decreased 

Total 

Reading 

2,433 

2,341 

673 

286 

5,733 

English-Reading 

890 

981 

263 

78 

2,212 

Mathematics 

1,199 

1,210 

419 

141 

2,969 

Science 

191 

145 

51 

27 

414 

Social  Science 

174 

129 

103 

53 

459 

Vocabulary 

140 

217 

104 

51 

512 

Spelling 

348 

283 

134 

28 

793 

Attitude  Improvement 

340 

404 

155 

29 

928 

Attention  Span 

56 

57 

21 

3 

137 

Tutoring 

304 

363 

87 

7 

761 

Health 

190 

126 

56 

17 

389 

Guidance-Counseling 

115 

113 

48 

18 

294 

Visual  Perception 

108 

67 

26 

3 

204 

Verbal  Functioning 

207 

212 

52 

6 

477 

Improve  Attitude 

35 

19 

15 

0 

69 

Improve  Self-image 

163 

194 

63 

15 

435 

Work-Study  Skills 

77 

74 

59 

6 

216 

DISSEMINATION  OF  PROJECT  INFORMATION  AND  DATA 

Information  dissemination  is  a  legal  requirement.  Title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act  of  1965  (P.L.  89-10,  as  amended)  specifies  that  a  school  district  when  applying  for  a 
grant  must  provide  satisfactory  assurance  that: 

".  .  .effective  procedures  will  be  adopted  for  acquiring  and  disseminating  to  teachers  and 
administrators  significant  information  derived  from  educational  research,  demonstration, 
and  similar  projects,  and  for  adopting,  where  appropriate,  promising  educational  practices 
developed  through  such  projects.  .  ." 

The  official  application  for  Title  I  funds  requests  a  description  of  the  methods  and  procedures  to  be 
used  for  carrying  out  the  dissemination  program  and  a  description  of  the  efforts  to  be  made  to 
utilize  available  information  and  to  make  information  available  to  the  community,  to  Title  I 
personnel  in  other  communities  and  to  the  Office  of  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction. 

Also,  Subsection  5.8  of  the  criteria  for  approval  of  Title  I  applications  (Program  Guide  No.  44, 
USOE)  specifies  that  a  Title  I  application,  to  be  approved,  must  include  provisions  for  dissemination 
of  information. 
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Dissemination  of  information  is  always  a  difficult  task.  Emphasis  should  be  placed  on  information 
dissemination  that  will  contribute  to  improved  program  planning  and  operation  and  which  will 
include  the  involvement  of  the  staff,  the  children,  the  parents  and  the  community.  Dissemination 
procedures  and  techniques  may  include,  along  with  the  required  annual  report  to  the  State 
Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction,  a  newsletter,  news  releases,  staff  meetings,  inservice  training 
programs  and  radio  and  television  coverage. 

The  data  in  Table  VIII  show  that  news  releases  and  feature  stories  in  newspapers,  presentation  of 
information  and  data  in  staff  meetings,  parent  conferences,  local  advisory  councils,  brochures  and 
pamphlets  to  parents,  PTA  meetings,  presentation  of  information  and  data  at  public  meetings,  and 
the  use  of  the  radio  are  the  dissemination  techniques  employed  most  frequently  by  local  education 
agencies. 

TABLE  VIII 

EXTENT  TO  WHICH  CERTAIN  TECHNIQUES  AND  METHODS 

OF  DISSEMINATING  INFORMATION  ABOUT  TITLE  I 

ACTIVITIES  WERE  USED 

Techniques  and  Methods  of  Number  of  Times  Technique 

Disseminating  Information  or  Method  was  Used 

News  releases  and  feature  stories  in  newspapers  84 

Presentation  of  information  and  data  in  staff  meetings  76 

Parent  conferences  57 

Use  of  Local  Advisory  Council  to  disseminate  information  48 

Brochures  or  pamphlets  sent  to  parents  38 

PTA  meetings  32 

Presentation  of  information  and  data  in  public  meetings 
and  community  groups  31 

Presentation  of  information  and  data  over  the  radio  28 

Newsletters  and  bulletins  to  staff  members  27 

Presentation  of  information  to  school  board  10 

Special  television  coverage  of  the  project  3 

Special  radio  coverage  of  the  project  3 

Publications  for  local  community  distribution  2 

Open  house  1 
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The  state  Title  I  staff  uses  several  techniques  to  disseminate  information.  An  evaluation  report 
which  included  a  synopsis  of  149  ESEA  Title  I  projects  was  prepared  and  distributed  to  Title  I 
authorized  representatives  and  school  officials  and  Title  I  offices  of  all  other  states.  This  report 
includes,  along  with  basic  information  about  a  project,  a  brief  description  of  project  activities  and 
services. 

Periodically,  approximately  two  or  three  times  each  year,  a  memorandum  containing  basic  project 
information  which  includes  district  identification,  project  name  and  the  approved  amount  is 
prepared  for  dissemination.  At  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  the  several  memorandums  are  incorporated 
into  one  memorandum.  Also,  as  required,  informational  memorandums  regarding  application 
procedures,  allocation  information  and  other  pertinent  information  about  Title  I  are  distributed  to 
all  school  district  officials  and  Title  I  authorized  representatives.  Also,  each  month  a  summary  of 
the  activities  of  the  Title  I  staff  is  prepared  for  distribution  among  all  members  of  the  State 
Superintendent's  staff. 

INTERRELATIONSHIP  OF  TITLE  I  WITH  OTHER  FEDERAL  AND  STATE  PROGRAMS 

The  data  in  Table  IX  show  the  extent  to  which  Title  I  received  supplementary  assistance  from  other 
federal  and  state  programs.  The  federal  regulations  specify  that  when  developing  a  Title  I  program 
the  applicant  must  take  into  consideration  those  benefits  that  are  or  may  be  available  for  children 
through  various  agencies  of  the  federal  government  as  well  as  through  state  and  local  agencies  and 
private  non-profit  organizations.  The  purpose  of  the  interrelationship  of  Title  I  with  programs  of 
other  agencies  is  to  avoid  a  duplication  of  efforts  and  to  assure  the  most  effective  use  of  Title  I 
funds  toward  meeting  the  needs  of  educationally  deprived  children. 

TABLE  IX 

EXTENT  TO  WHICH  TITLE  I  RECEIVES  SUPPLEMENTARY 

ASSISTANCE  FROM  OTHER  FEDERAL 

AND  STATE  PROGRAMS 

Federal  and  State  Programs  Providing  Number  of  Projects 

Supplementary  Assistance  Receiving  Supplementary 

to  Title  I  Projects  Assistance 

ESEA  Title  II  4 

Neighborhood  Youth  Corps-OEO-Community  Action  Agency  2 

NDEA  Title  III  2 

ESEA  Title  III  7 

ESEA  Title  VIA  1 

ESEA  Title  Vl-B  1 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Food  Program  2 

Head  Start-OEO-Community  Action  Agency  2 

Johnson  O'Malley  Funds  8 

Career  Opportunity  Program  2 

Education  Professions  Development  Act  1 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  1 
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STAFF  DEVELOPMENT 

School  districts  operating  Title  I  programs  were  required  to  develop  inservice  training  for  all 
personnel  who  were  involved  with  Title  I  projects.  The  purpose  of  staff  development  components 
was  to  provide  inservice  activities  that  would  improve  the  compensatory  education  program. 
According  to  the  evaluation  reports  nearly  all  projects  conducted  some  type  of  inservice  training 
program.  The  extent  of  inservice  training,  however,  depended  largely  on  the  size  of  the  program,  the 
number  of  people  involved  and  the  experience  of  the  staff. 

According  to  the  responses  from  project  directors  37  projects  held  inservice  training  programs  prior 
to  the  start  of  the  program,  35  projects  held  workshops  and  49  projects  held  weekly  staff  meetings. 
Other  kinds  of  inservice  training  included  training  of  tutors,  observation  of  other  projects, 
coordinated  meetings  with  staff  and  parent  advisory  councils  and  using  consultants  to  assist  with 
the  training  of  staff. 

TITLE  I  EXPENDITURES 

Table  X  shows  the  total  amount  of  ESEA  Title  I  funds  (FY  '72  funds,  FY  '71  carryover  funds,  FY 
'71  Part  B  funds  and  FY  '71  Part  C  funds)  expended  during  FY  '72.  This  table  also  shows  the 
amount  of  Title  I  funds  expended  by  classification  of  expenditure  accounts  and  the  percentage  each 
expenditure  was  of  the  total  amount  expended.  A  review  of  the  table  reveals  that  three-fourths  of 
the  total  of  $2,918,835  was  expended  for  instructional  salaries  and  that  80  percent  was  expended 
for  all  instructional  costs.  Administrative  costs  which  include  salaries,  contracted  services  and  other 
administrative  expenditures  accounted  for  seven  percent  of  the  total  expenditures.  Only  two-thirds 
of  one  percent  was  expended  for  capital  outlay  with  the  greatest  expenditure  in  capital  outlay  for 
audiovisual  equipment.  The  expenditures  for  employee  benefits  (fixed  charges)  which  include 
teacher  retirement,  public  employees  retirement,  industrial  accident  and  medical  insurance 
accounted  for  eight  percent  of  the  total  expenditures.  Again,  this  fiscal  year,  as  during  the  previous 
fiscal  year,  instructional  costs  including  employee  benefits  accounted  for  the  greatest  expenditure 
of  Title  I  funds.  This  fact,  together  with  the  fact  that  very  little  was  expended  for  equipment,  may 
indicate  that  personnel  rather  than  hardware  and  supplies  are  being  used  to  assist  project 
participants  in  raising  their  level  of  educational  attainment. 

PARTICIPATION  OF  NON-PUBLIC  SCHOOL  CHILDREN 

To  insure  proper  participation  of  non-public  school  children,  a  routine  cross-check  is  made  at  the 
time  the  application  is  submitted  by  the  district  official.  If  the  school  district  has  a  non-public 
school  located  within  its  boundaries,  the  application  must  contain  a  signed,  dated  statement  of 
evidence  of  program  activites  for  disadvantaged  children  from  the  non-public  school  or  a  signed, 
dated  statement  from  the  non-public  school  administrator  that  their  disadvantaged  children  will  not 
participate  in  the  project.  The  district's  Title  I  administrator  has  been  charged  with  the 
responsibility  of  conferring  with  the  non-public  school  officials  in  their  district  to  explain  the  Title  I 
program  and  encourage  participation  to  the  extent  permitted  under  the  Act. 

ESEA  Title  I  program  specialists  in  the  Office  of  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  state  that 
in  the  majority  of  the  cases  cooperation  between  the  officials  of  public  and  non-public  schools  was 
established  without  encountering  any  serious  problems.  However,  in  a  few  instances  difficulty  was 
experienced,  especially  in  determining  the  needs  of  non-public  school  children,  in  scheduling  and 
avoiding  time  conflicts  of  activities  and  in  establishing  transportation  service  between  the 
non-public  school  and  the  project  site. 
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CHANGES  MADE  TO  MODIFY  PROJECTS  IN  LIGHT 
OF  STATE  AND  LOCAL  EVALUATION 

ESEA  Title  I  program  specialists  make  on-site  visits  to  most  of  the  projects  in  Montana.  A  formal 
written  report  follows  the  visitation. 

At  the  time  of  the  visit  by  the  ESEA  Title  I  program  specialist  the  strong  and  weak  points  of  a  Title 
I  project  are  assessed.  Constructive  criticism  is  given  and  should  it  appear  that  federal  guidelines  are 
not  being  followed  or  that  the  project  is  not  being  operated  in  accordance  with  the  approved 
proposal,  more  stringent  requests  are  made  to  bring  the  program  in  line  with  the  Title  I  concepts. 
Most  modifications  are  minor  in  nature. 

During  the  past  four  or  five  years  the  project  directors  and  supervisors  have  been  encouraged  to  use 
more  testing  to  secure  hard  data  and  to  rely  less  on  subjective  judgement.  They  have  also  been 
encouraged  to  consult  with  professional  educators  and  other  specialists  in  educational  research 
regarding  the  design  and  implementation  of  a  well-balanced  evaluation  program.  The  effects  of  these 
efforts  are  difficult  to  isolate;  however,  the  quality  of  project  applications  has  steadily  improved 
over  the  past  four  years. 

Special  emphasis  has  been  placed  on  identifying  educationally  disadvantaged  children  and  on 
determining  the  priority  needs  of  these  children  rather  than  the  needs  of  the  general  program  of  the 
school  system.  This  has  resulted  in  programs  being  better  suited  to  the  individual  needs  of  the 
eligible  children  and  in  more  comprehensive  services  being  provided  identified  children. 
Concentration  on  comprehensive  needs  of  educationally  disadvantaged  children  has  also  led  to 
better  coordination  of  services  and  other  resources  available  from  other  local,  state  and  federal 
agencies. 

A  concerted  effort  was  made  to  encourage  and  assist  project  directors  and  supervisors  to  write 
specific  measurable  objectives  and  plans  for  evaluating  each  measurable  objective,  to  evaluate 
periodically  and  to  carefully  diagnose  the  evaluation  results  of  their  activities.  Occasionally  it  was 
found  that  teaching  techniques  needed  to  be  changed  or  certain  aspects  of  the  program  needed  to 
be  revised  in  order  to  reach  the  desired  objectives. 

EFFECT  UPON  EDUCATIONAL  ACHIEVEMENT 

Montana  does  not  have  a  statewide  testing  program  or  a  testing  service.  Standarized  aptitude  or 
scholastic  achievement  tests  are  not  furnished  by  the  Office  of  the  Superintendent  of  Public 
Instruction  nor  does  the  Office  have  the  authority  to  recommend  the  selection  of  or  to  discourage 
the  use  of  any  particular  kind  or  type  of  test. 

Each  school  district  designs  its  testing  program  using  as  its  guide  the  philosophy  of  the 
administrative  staff,  the  guidance  counselor,  the  personnel  director  or  the  school  psychologist, 
psychiatrist  or  psychometrist  and,  of  course,  the  amount  of  funds  and  time  available. 

In  view  of  this,  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  cannot  provide  objective  statewide 
evidence,  standarized  test  results,  comparative  data  with  state  or  national  norms  or  statewide 
assessment  of  the  impact  of  Title  I  on  project  participants  or  a  comparison  of  the  achievement  of 
project  participants  with  that  of  non-Title  I  pupils.  As  a  result,  it  is  difficult  to  make  a 
comprehensive  and  statistically  accurate  study  of  educational  achievement  of  Title  I  participants. 
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The  data  in  Table  VII,  page  8,  show  the  activities  identified  by  the  evaluator  as  being  used  to 
achieve  the  stated  objectives  and  the  number  of  participants  showing  changes  after  having 
participated  in  the  activity. 

Projects  in  Montana  used  a  wide  variety  of  approaches  in  attempting  to  ameliorate  the  problems  of 
the  disadvantaged  child.  While  nearly  all  the  evaluation  reports  from  school  officials  indicated 
varying  degrees  of  success,  those  projects  which  appeared  to  be  the  most  successful  were  the  ones 
which  provided  individual  attention  for  the  disadvantaged  child;  which  were  carefully  planned  to 
achieve  a  limited  number  of  objectives;  which  had  developmental  goals  rather  than  remedial  goals; 
which  alerted  school  personnel  to  the  needs  of  the  disadvantaged  children  and  aroused  sympathy 
for  those  needs;  which  provided  inservice  training  to  prepare  the  teacher  and  paraprofessionals  for 
their  assigned  tasks;  which  were  designed  to  provide  programs  utilizing  the  services  of  social 
workers,  consultants,  psychologists,  health  and  guidance  personnel,  paraprofessionals  and  additional 
instructional  personnel;  and  which  had  more  effective  utilization  of  hardward.  It  would  seem  that 
the  pupil  receives  the  most  help  when  he  has  an  individual  claim  for  the  attention  of  an  adult. 
Therefore,  a  well-balanced  program  which  provides  for  the  disadvantaged  child's  educational, 
physical,  cultural  and  emotional  needs  is  the  most  successful. 

EFFECT  OF  TITLE  I  PROJECTS  ON  THE  ADMINISTRATIVE  STRUCTURE 
AND  EDUCATIONAL  PRACTICES 

In  February  of  1970  the  State  Superintendent  reorganized  her  staff  and  placed  the  ESEA  Title  I 
program  in  the  Basic  Skills  component.  The  ESEA  Title  I  staff  consists  of  a  supervisor,  three 
program  specialists,  a  fiscal  administrator  and  three  secretaries.  The  ESEA  Title  I  supervisor  is 
responsible  for  all  the  activities  of  Title  I  within  the  state.  Each  of  the  three  program  specialists  is 
responsible  for  assisting  school  district  officials  in  the  planning,  designing,  development, 
implementation,  operation  and  evaluation  of  the  programs  in  his  assigned  region.  The  three  program 
specialists  also  are  responsible  for  visiting  and  monitoring  each  project  in  his  assigned  region.  (See 
page  6)  The  fiscal  administrator  is  responsible  for  monitoring  the  financial  transaction  records  of 
all  the  projects  within  the  state  as  well  as  preparing  the  quarterly  and  annual  financial  reports  for 
the  U.S.  Office  of  Education.  The  three  secretaries  are  responsible  for  typing  project  approvals, 
correspondence  and  maintaining  project  files. 

One  unique  feature  of  the  Title  I  staff  is  its  ability  to  move  across  program  lines  within  the  Office  of 
the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction.  Because  of  the  broad  range  of  Title  I  program  activities 
that  are  submitted  for  approval  by  school  officials,  the  personnel  on  the  Superintendent's  staff  are 
called  upon  many  times  for  their  advice,  consultation,  expertise  and  guidance.  This  has  led  to 
strengthening  Title  I  programs  for  disadvantaged  children. 

With  respect  to  changes  in  the  administrative  structure  and  the  educational  practices  of  school 
districts,  the  ESEA  Title  I  program  specialist  has  encouraged  school  off icials  to  assign  personnel  to 
supervise  the  Title  I  program  and  to  grant  the  supervisor  adequate  time  to  do  an  effective  job.  Also, 
the  program  specialist  has  encouraged  the  hiring  of  specialized  personnel  in  the  areas  of  guidance, 
health  and  social  work.  Inservice  training  programs,  wherein  Title  I  staff  as  well  as  all  school 
personnel  may  become  aware  of  and  familiar  with  the  needs  of  the  disadvantaged  child,  were 
suggested  for  most  project  applications. 
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COMMUNITY  AND  PARENTAL  INVOLVEMENT 

During  the  first  two  or  three  years  of  Title  I,  little  was  done  to  involve  parents  in  the  planning  or 
operation  of  Title  I  programs.  However,  as  the  concept  of  parental  involvement  began  to  take  hold, 
many  schools  found  that  the  success  of  the  programs,  as  well  as  the  success  of  each  individual 
participant,  was  directly  related  to  the  involvement  and  cooperation  of  the  parents. 

The  ESEA  Title  I  staff  has  long  encouraged  school  officials  to  involve  the  parents  and  the 
community  actively  in  the  planning  and  operation  of  a  Title  I  project. 

ESEA  Title  I  specialists  have  encouraged  project  supervisors  to  include  in  their  project  specific 
activities  and  services  for  parents  which  are  related  to  the  needs  of  their  children.  Types  of  activities 
or  services  which  are  made  available  to  parents  are:  school  social  work  services,  home  contacts  by 
members  of  the  Title  I  staff,  parental  discussion  groups,  inclusion  of  parents  in  school  activities  as 
paid  or  unpaid  volunteers,  placement  of  appropriate  materials  in  the  home  that  parents  may  use  to 
assist  their  children,  orientation  sessions  to  help  parents  become  familiar  with  equipment  and 
materials  their  children  use  in  school,  as  well  as  other  activities  which  may  be  desirable  in  order  that 
the  parents  may  relate  to  their  child's  participation  in  project  and  school  activities.  The  Title  I  staff 
anticipates  a  change  in  the  amount  of  parent  involvement  in  Title  I  projects,  especially  with  the 
parent  advisory  council  requirement  of  the  Act. 

PARENT  ADVISORY  COUNCIL 

Section  116.17  (0)  (2)  of  the  Federal  Regulations  specifies  that  each  local  education  agency  prior  to 
submission  of  a  FY  '72  application  establish  a  council  in  which  parents  of  educationally  deprived 
children  residing  in  attendance  areas  served  by  the  project  constitute  more  than  a  simple  majority. 

In  accordance  with  this  regulation  each  project  has  a  parent  advisory  council.  There  were  1,132 
persons  serving  on  the  163  organized  parent  advisory  councils.  Of  these  1,132  persons  787  or  70 
percent  were  parents,  308  or  27  percent  were  associated  with  the  school  and  37  or  three  percent 
were  persons  who  represented  other  local  agencies  concerned  about  the  education  of  educationally 
disadvantaged  children. 
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BEAVERHEAD  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Lima  Elementary 

Dillon  Elementary 


Beaverhead  County  High  School 


There  were  three  projects  involving  all  the  districts  in  the  county.  The  Lima  Schools 
cooperated  with  the  outlying  rural  districts  in  the  project  that  they  conducted.  All 
three  projects  were  concerned  primarily  with  providing  identified  students  with 
reading  competencies.  Teacher  aides  or  teachers  worked  with  86  identified  students. 

BIG  HORN  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Hardin  Elementary 

Community  Elementary 
Lodge  Grass  Elementary 

Seven  districts  participated  in  three  projects  in  which  281  identified  children 
received  tutorial  services  from  bilingual  aides.  One  project  employed  a  home-school 
coordinator  who  worked  to  improve  the  attendance  of  the  students.  Emphasis  was 
placed  upon  the  basic  subjects  with  concentration  on  the  reading  program.  Because 
many  of  the  students  are  members  of  the  Crow  tribe,  the  projects  stressed  the 
transition  from  the  Crow  to  English. 

BLAINE  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Harlem  Elementary 

Hays-Lodge  Pole  Elementary 

Chinook  High  School 

Turner  Elementary  (This  project  used  only  FY  71 

carryover  funds.) 

One  hundred  sixty-seven  students  from  12  school  districts  received  services  through 
four  Title  I  projects.  Two  of  the  projects  emphasized  reading  and  math.  One  of  the 
projects  set  up  special  classes  both  in  the  elementary  and  in  the  high  school  in  which 
they  individualized  the  instruction. 

The  largest  project  in  the  county  was  at  Chinook.  During  the  year  Chinook  provided 
tutors  for  the  elementary  students  and  counseling  services  for  the  high  school 
students  coupled  with  a  one  semester  course  in  social  psychology.  Some  of  the  high 
school  students  also  served  as  tutors  for  elementary  students.  Psychological  testing 
for  identified  elementary  and  high  school  students  was  provided  as  needed.  Chinook 
also  conducted  a  summer  program  for  elementary  students  from  Chinook  and  five 
rural  districts.  The  summer  program  concentrated  on  providing  the  identified 
students  with  adventures  in  self-expression  through  various  written  and  oral  media. 
In  addition,  Chinook  had  a  Part  B-Special  Incentive  Grant  for  both  elementary  and 
high  school  students  in  which  they  taught  science  and  history  during  a  boat  trip 
down  the  Missouri. 
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BROADWATER  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Townsend  Elementary 

There  was  one  project  in  this  county  which  concentrated  on  improving  reading  skills 
of  the  identified  students  for  six  weeks  during  the  summer.  Townsend  Elementary, 
Crow  Creek  Elementary  and  Toston  Elementary  offered  instruction  to  34  students. 

CARBON  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Edgar  Elementary 

Red  Lodge  Elementary 

Joliet  Elementary 

Fromberg  Elementary  (This  project  used  only  FY  '71 

carryover  funds.) 

Thirteen  districts  participated  in  four  Title  I  projects  during  the  year.  The  emphasis 
was  on  reading,  mathematics  and  individual  instruction.  Seventy-nine  students 
participated  in  the  program  which  utilized  audiovisual  materials,  skill  games,  reading 
teachers,  teacher  aides  and  tutors. 

CARTER  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Ekalaka  Elementary 

There  was  one  project  in  Carter  County  involving  two  districts.  Twenty-six 
identified  students  received  instruction  in  reading  and  mathematics.  Guidance  and 
counseling  were  an  integral  part  of  the  program. 

CASCADE  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Centerville  Elementary 

Simms  High  School 
Great  Falls  Elementary 

Centerville  and  Simms  were  the  prime  applicants  for  two  second  semester  projects. 
Nine  districts  provided  services  to  36  students  in  these  two  projects.  Both  projects 
concentrated  on  providing  individual  tutorial  assistance  to  the  identified  students. 

Great  Falls  provided  a  compensatory  education  program  for  approximately  700 
elementary  and  high  school  students  in  Great  Falls  and  Ulm.  The  major  components 
of  the  program  were  reading  and  counseling.  Reading  teachers  were  assisted  by 
tutors.  Full-  or  part-time  home-school  counselors  were  provided  for  identified 
students  at  13  schools.  A  speech  therapist,  a  nurse  and  a  psychologist  handled 
appropriate  referrals.  Title  I  cooperated  with  Opportunities  Incorporated  to  staff 
one  Head  Start  class.  A  continuing  education  program  was  provided  for  selected  high 
school  girls.  In  March  two  programs  were  inaugurated  under  Part  B-Special 
Incentive  Grants.  The  junior  high  program  was  built  upon  precision  teaching  for  20 
students.  The  high  school  program  provided  counseling  services  and  instruction  in 
academic  areas  for  dropouts.  During  the  summer,  100  kindergarten  through  second 
graders  participated  in  a  language  arts  program.  A  special  feature  of  this  program  was 
the  unity  of  methodology  utilized  as  a  result  of  an  inservice  workshop.  Also  during 
the  summer,  Title  I  provided  six  instructors  for  the  Follow-Through  program. 
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CHOUTEAU  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Fort  Benton  Elementary 

Big  Sandy  Elementary 
Geraldine  Elementary 
Highwood  Elementary 

There  were  four  projects  in  Chouteau  County  with  14  districts  providing 
supplementary  services  to  101  students.  In  addition,  one  district  participated  in  a 
cooperative  project  with  Faris  Elementary  in  Pondera  County.  Tutorial  instruction 
in  reading  and  math  was  the  main  emphasis  in  three  of  the  programs.  Geraldine 
offered  a  summer  science  class  which  concentrated  on  the  study  of  birds  with 
classroom  and  field  experiences  combined.  The  culmination  of  this  class  was  a  report 
to  the  Montana  Fish  and  Game  in  Great  Falls.  Fort  Benton  established  two 
transitional  classrooms,  one  in  the  elementary  and  one  in  the  junior  high.  The 
teachers  in  these  classrooms  individualized  the  instructional  program  for  the 
identified  students. 

CUSTER  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Miles  City  Elementary 

Custer  County  had  one  project  which  involved  two  districts  with  66  students 
participating  in  the  project.  Reading  and  tutorial  services  were  offered  in  basic  skill 
areas.  A  Part  B-Special  Incentive  Grant  was  utilized  to  determine  early  diagnosis  of 
reading  disabilities  of  20  first  grade  students. 

DANIELS  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Scobey  Elementary 

Flaxville  Elementary 

There  were  two  projects  involving  nine  districts  in  the  county  and  45  students. 
Emphasis  was  placed  upon  reading,  language  arts,  math,  natural  science  and  social 
science.  Guidance  and  counseling  services  were  provided  for  12  elementary  students 
under  the  Part  B-Special  Incentive  Grant. 

DAWSON  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Dawson  County  High  School 

Richey  Elementary  (This  project  used  only  FY  '71 
funds.) 

Two  hundred  seventy-four  students  from  four  districts  participated  in  two  projects. 
The  Gesell  Approach  was  used  to  identify  students  in  the  program.  Grouping  in 
grades  one  through  six  was  done  by  developmental  level  only.  Emphasis  was  placed 
upon  math,  basic  skills,  study  habits  and  attitudes. 
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DEER  LODGE  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Anaconda  High  School 

There  was  one  project  involving  three  of  the  four  districts  in  the  county.  Two 
hundred  seven  students  participated  in  the  program  which  operated  during  the 
regular  school  and  during  the  summer.  The  high  school  and  junior  high  school 
components  emphasized  improvement  in  the  student's  affective  domain.  A 
home-school  counselor  was  hired  during  the  second  semester  and  the  summer  to 
work  with  identified  students  that  had  emotional  problems  which  were  adversely 
affecting  their  ability  to  perform  in  the  classroom.  The  elementary  component  was  a 
concentrated  program  in  reading  improvement. 

FALLON  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Baker  Elementary 

Twelve  students  from  two  districts  received  tutorial  help  in  basic  skill  areas.  There 
was  one  project  which  operated  during  the  second  semester  and  the  summer. 

FERGUS  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Moore  Elementary 

Grass  Range  Elementary 
Denton  Elementary 
Winifred  Elementary 
Roy  Elementary 
Lewistown  Elementary 

Twelve  districts  participated  in  six  projects.  Two  of  the  projects  lasted  eight  months 
while  four  of  the  projects  operated  during  the  second  semester.  The  concentration  in 
all  districts  was  on  tutorial  assistance  particularly  in  the  area  of  reading.  One 
hundred  seventeen  students  received  small  group  instruction  and  individual  tutoring. 
Lewistown  Elementary  combined  counseling  services  with  the  reading  instruction. 

FLATHEAD  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Columbia  Falls  Elementary 

Whitefish  Elementary 
Evergreen  Elementary 
Kalispell  Elementary 
West  Valley  Elementary 

Bigfork  Elementary  (This  project  used  only  FY  '71 
carryover  funds.) 

Four  hundred  three  students  from  29  districts  participated  in  six  projects. 
Flathead  High  School  also  had  a  summer  project.  All  projects  were  primarily 
concerned  with  providing  identified  students  with  reading  competencies.  Teachers 
and  instructional  aides  worked  with  the  students.  One  project  employed  a 
home-school  counselor  to  work  with  learning  problems  and  emotional  problems. 

Three  schools,  Kalispell,  Whitefish  and  Columbia  Falls  utilized  Part  B-Special 
Incentive  Grants  to  expand  their  programs.  One  provided  activities  which  enabled 
students  and  parents  to  work  together;  the  second  provided  home-school  liaison 
services  and  the  third  provided  additional  help  to  transient  students. 
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GALLATIN  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Bozeman  Elementary 

Three  Forks  Elementary 
Belgrade  Elementary 
West  Yellowstone  Elementary 
Manhattan  Elementary 

There  were  five  projects  in  Gallatin  County  with  12  districts  providing  reading,  math 
and  tutorial  instruction  to  112  participants.  In  addition,  two  other  districts 
participated  in  a  cooperative  project  with  Harrison  Elementary  in  Madison  County. 
Two  of  the  projects  were  conducted  only  in  the  summer.  Two  other  projects 
operated  both  during  the  regular  year  and  during  the  summer.  The  Bozeman  summer 
program  also  included  language  arts  for  selected  kindergarten  students.  Under  Part 
B-Special  Incentive  Grants  Bozeman  offered  counseling  services  to  junior  high  and 
high  school  students  together  with  additional  reading  instruction. 

GARFIELD  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Jordan  Elementary 

Garfield  County  High  School 

Jordan  Elementary  and  Garfield  County  High  School  each  had  a  project  which 
offered  tutorial  services  to  a  total  of  30  students.  The  emphasis  of  the  programs  was 
on  improving  the  students'  reading  and  language  arts  skills.  Guidance  and  counseling 
services  were  also  provided. 

GLACIER  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Browning  Elementary 

Cut  Bank  Elementary 
East  Glacier  Park  Elementary 
Babb  Elementary 

There  were  four  projects  involving  all  the  districts  in  the  county  with  three  schools 
conducting  summer  projects.  These  projects  were  concerned  primarily  with 
providing  418  identified  students  instruction  in  the  basic  skills  areas  of  reading  and 
mathematics.  Instruction  was  provided  individually  and  in  small  groups.  One  school 
had  a  class  with  15  identified  Title  I  students  being  taught  by  a  teacher  and  an  aide. 
The  summer  school  activities  included  several  field  trips  which  were  designed  to 
improve  the  student's  attitude  about  himself  and  about  school. 

GOLDEN  VALLEY  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Broadview  High  School  (Yellowstone  County) 

Lavina  Elementary  and  High  School  and  Ryegate  Elementary  and  High  School 
participated  in  a  Title  I  project  with  Broadview  High  School  in  Yellowstone  County. 

GRANITE  COUNTY 

None  of  the  districts  in  this  county  participated  in  a  Title  I  project. 
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HILL  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Havre  Elementary 

Rudyard  Elementary 

Lakeview    and    Cottonwood     Elementary    (County 

Supt.) 

Box  Elder  Elementary 

K  G  Elementary 

Inverness  Elementary 

One  hundred  ninety-two  identified  students  from  19  districts  received  services 
through  six  projects.  The  major  emphasis  in  five  of  these  projects  was  individual 
tutoring  in  basic  skill  areas.  Reading  skills  were  particularly  emphasized.  The  largest 
project  in  the  county  was  in  Havre  where  the  emphasis  was  on  alleviating  problems 
which  were  preventing  the  student  from  learning.  Two  counselors,  an  educational 
specialist  and  a  materials  coordinator,  worked  closely  with  the  regular  classroom 
teachers  for  implementing  individual  prescriptions.  Tutors  were  utilized  as  needed. 

JEFFERSON  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Whitehall  Elementary 

Jefferson  High  School 

Five  districts  cooperated  in  two  projects  to  offer  services  to  67  students.  The 
Jefferson  High  School  project  was  primarily  concerned  with  trying  to  change  the 
behavior  of  the  youngsters  and  trying  to  have  parents  better  understand  the 
behaviors  of  the  youngsters.  They  also  concentrated  on  the  learning  deficiencies  of 
the  identified  students,  particularly  in  the  area  of  reading.  Whitehall's  project  was 
concerned  with  reading  improvement.  In  addition,  Whitehall  offered  additional 
services  to  identified  students  through  the  use  of  two  teacher  aides.  The  latter  was 
under  the  Part  B--Special  Incentive  Grants. 

JUDITH  BASIN  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Hobson  Elementary 

Stanford  Elementary 

There  were  two  projects  in  this  county.  Six  districts  participated  in  reading  programs 
which  offered  small  group  instruction  to  32  students. 

LAKE  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Charlo  Elementary 

Ronan  Elementary 
St.  Ignatius  Elementary 
Poison  Elementary 
Arlee  Elementary 

There  were  five  projects  involving  15  districts  and  265  identified  students.  In 
addition,  Salmon  Prairie  Elementary  was  in  a  cooperative  project  with  Missoula 
County  High  School  in  Missoula  County.  The  projects  were  primarily  concerned 
with  providing  reading  skills  to  the  identified  students  through  small  group 
instruction  and  individualized  instruction  utilizing  tutors  and  reading  teachers.  Three 
of  the  districts  provided  services  during  the  year  and  during  the  summer.  One  of 
these  concentrated  on  dropout  prevention  for  high  school  students. 
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LEWIS  AND  CLARK  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Helena  Elementary 

Kessler  Elementary 

Three  districts  participated  in  two  projects.  In  addition,  one  district  participated  in  a 
cooperative  project  with  Jefferson  High  School  in  Jefferson  County.  A  total  of  184 
students  was  involved  in  the  two  projects  with  14  of  these  students  being  involved  in 
a  Part  B -Special  Incentive  Grant.  One  project  was  concerned  primarily  with 
providing  reading  skills  to  identified  students  in  a  small  group  or  individualized 
situation.  The  other  project  had  five  self-contained  classrooms  where  a  teacher  and 
an  aide  provided  services  to  the  identified  students.  The  unique  feature  of  this 
classroom  was  the  small  class  size,  the  use  of  individualized  teaching  techniques, 
behavior  modification  techniques,  ample  audiovisual  materials  and  a  teacher  aide. 

LIBERTY  COUNTY 

None  of  the  districts  in  this  county  participated  in  a  Title  I  project. 

LINCOLN  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Libby  Elementary 

Libby  High  School 
Eureka  Elementary 
Lincoln  County  High  School 
Troy  Elementary 

There  were  five  projects  involving  nine  of  the  districts  in  the  county  with  one 
project  being  a  summer  program.  These  projects  were  concerned  primarily  with 
providing  1 37  identified  students  with  the  necessary  skills  for  them  to  improve  their 
reading  speed  and  comprehension  and  their  math  comprehension.  Instruction  was 
provided  individually  or  in  small  groups  usually  inside  the  classroom.  Some  schools 
conducted  tutoring  activities  outside  the  classroom.  One  school  had  an  elementary 
program  involving  approximately  120  students,  60  of  whom  were  identified  Title  I 
students.  The  other  60  students,  while  they  were  not  classified  as  Title  I  students, 
were  in  the  same  classroom  as  the  Title  I  students.  A  tutor  was  provided  to  assist  the 
identified  Title  I  students  only;  these  students  were  brought  to  one  school  from  the 
entire  school  district.  In  addition,  this  project  had  a  guidance  counselor  for  the 
identified  elementary  students.  Released  time  for  the  teachers  of  the  identified 
students  was  provided  so  they  could  collectively  plan  their  activities  for  each  day 
and  for  the  year. 

MADISON  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Twin  Bridges  High  School 

Twin  Bridges  Elementary 
Harrison  Elementary 

Four  districts  offered  special  services  to  72  students  in  three  projects.  The 
concentration  was  on  reading  and  math.  The  Twin  Bridges  High  School  project  was  a 
cooperative  project  with  the  Montana  Children's  Center,  a  state-supported 
institution  for  neglected  children.  Project  activity  called  for  providing  specific  skills 
to  identified  students  from  both  the  high  school  and  the  Children's  Center  in 
specific  classroom  situations  utilizing  certificated  teachers. 
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MCCONE  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Circle  Elementary 

Sixty  identified  students  participated  in  one  project  in  the  county  which  operated 
both  during  the  school  year  and  during  the  summer.  There  were  four  districts 
involved  in  the  project.  The  program  consisted  of  reading,  language  arts  and 
mathematics.  Psychological  services  were  provided  for  the  children  by  the  Eastern 
Mental  Hygiene  Clinic. 

MEAGHER  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  White  Sulphur  Springs  Elementary 

There  was  one  project  in  this  county  in  which  three  districts  participated. 
Thirty-seven  students  received  assistance  in  basic  skills  with  particular  emphasis  on 
reading. 

MINERAL  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         St.  Regis  High  School 

Superior  Elementary 

Individualized  instruction  in  reading  and  mathematics  characterized  the  two  projects 
in  Mineral  County.  Twenty-eight  students  from  four  districts  participated  in  the  two 
projects. 

MISSOULA  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Missoula  Elementary 

Missoula  Elementary  (Rural) 

Missoula  County  High  School 

Target  Range  Elementary 

Bonner  Elementary  (This  project  used  only  FY  '71 

funds.) 

There  were  five  projects  involving  15  of  the  districts  in  the  county  and  one  district 
in  Lake  County.  These  projects  were  concerned  primarily  with  providing  identified 
students  with  small  group  and  individualized  instruction  in  reading.  Other 
components  of  some  of  the  larger  projects  included  activities  in  the  psychomotor 
domain,  guidance  activities  and  psychological  activities  all  designed  to  improve  the 
attitudes  of  the  students.  Missoula  Elementary  had  a  Part  B-Special  Incentive  Grant 
that  dealt  with  behavior  modification.  A  unique  feature  of  this  program  was  that 
which  allowed  the  classroom  teachers  to  be  trained  to  handle  boys  and  girls  with 
learning  problems  and  behavior  problems.  Four  hundred  sixty-six  identified  students 
in  Missoula  County  received  special  instruction. 

MUSSELSHELL  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Melstone  Elementary 

Roundup  Elementary 

Four  districts  participated  in  two  projects  in  Musselshell  County.  Sixty-one  students 
took  part  in  the  program.  The  concentration  was  on  reading,  language  arts,  guidance 
counseling,  math  and  psychological  referrals. 
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PARK  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Park  High  School 

Livingston  Elementary 

Clyde  Park  Elementary 

Gardiner  Elementary 

Wilsall   Elementary   (This  project  used  only  FY  '71 

carryover  funds.) 

There  were  five  projects  in  the  county  with  13  districts  cooperating  to  offer 
supplementary  services  to  75  students.  Three  of  the  projects  were  in  operation 
during  the  second  semester  only.  The  emphasis  was  on  tutoring  help  in  reading  and 
basic  skills.  In  Gardiner,  the  program  stressed  communication  skills  coupled  with 
counseling  services.  Livingston  Elementary,  in  addition  to  a  tutoring  program, 
established  a  transitional  room  at  grade  one  to  alleviate  identified  learning 
disabilities.  Five  rural  schools  received  testing  and  prescriptions  as  part  of  this  same 
project.  In  late  spring  Livingston  added  ten  teacher  aides  to  work  with  187  students 
under  the  Part  B--Special  Incentive  Grants.  Park  Senior  High  School  had  a  program 
for  dropouts  in  conjunction  with  special  services  of  vocational  education.  Two 
teachers  offered  instruction  in  academic  areas  together  with  counseling  services. 

PETROLEUM  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Winnett  Elementary 

Eleven  identified  students  from  two  school  districts  participated  in  one  project. 
Tutorial  services  were  offered  in  the  subjects  of  reading,  language  arts,  guidance 
counseling  and  mathematics. 

PHILLIPS  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Malta  High  School 

Saco  Elementary 
Dodson  Elementary 

One  hundred  fifteen  students  from  ten  districts  in  this  county  and  from  two  districts 
in  Valley  County  were  given  supplementary  instruction  in  three  projects.  Two  of  the 
projects  operated  during  the  regular  school  year.  They  emphasized  individual 
tutoring  and  reading.  The  other  project  was  for  the  summer  only.  This  project 
coupled  counseling  services  with  a  program  in  reading  and  language  arts. 

PONDERA  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Valier  Elementary 

Conrad  Elementary 
Brady  Elementary 
Faris  Elementary 
Heart  Butte  Elementary 

There  were  five  projects  involving  14  of  the  districts  in  the  county  and  one  district 
from  Chouteau  County.  These  projects  were  concerned  primarily  with  providing 
reading  and  math  skills  to  112  identified  students.  Instruction  was  given  in  small 
groups  outside  the  regular  classroom.  One  of  the  projects  operated  during  the 
summer. 
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POWDER  RIVER  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Broadus  Elementary 

Powder  River  County  High  School 

There  were  two  programs  in  Powder  River  County  which  offered  services  to  39 
identified  students.  The  elementary  program  emphasized  language  arts.  The  high 
school  offered  tutorial  assistance  in  basic  skills  areas. 

POWELL  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Deer  Lodge  Elementary 

Powell  County  High  School 

Six  districts  participated  in  two  projects.  These  projects  were  concerned  primarily 
with  providing  66  identified  students  help  in  the  basic  skills  and  with  trying  to 
modify  their  attitudes  and  their  images  of  themselves.  A  unique  component  of  the 
projects  in  Powell  County  was  the  use  of  high  school  disadvantaged  students  to  tutor 
elementary  disadvantaged  students.  In  addition  to  the  youth-tutoring-youth 
activities,  the  outlying  schools  used  teachers  and  tutors  to  work  with  identified 
students  individually.  Powell  County  High  School  employed  a  home-school 
counselor  to  work  with  identified  students  who  had  trouble  relating  affectively  to 
the  high  school  community  and  to  the  community  at  large.  The  counselor  worked 
with  these  students  and  their  parents.  The  objective  of  this  program  was  to  change 
the  attitudes  of  the  students  toward  themselves  and  toward  school,  to  improve  their 
grade-point  average  and  ultimately  to  prevent  dropouts. 

PRAIRIE  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Terry  Elementary 

Twenty-five  students  from  two  districts  were  involved  in  one  project.  The 
concentration  was  on  reading.  Tutorial  services  were  offered  in  the  basic  subjects  of 
reading,  mathematics,  language  arts  and  social  studies. 

RAVALLI  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Corvallis  Elementary 

Stevensville  Elementary 
Hamilton  Elementary 
Victor  Elementary 
Florence-Carlton  Elementary 
Darby  Elementary 

There  were  six  projects  involving  13  districts.  Two  school  districts  received  special 
help  in  the  basic  skills  areas.  The  most  prevalent  type  of  instruction  utilized  was  that 
of  providing  tutors  and  teachers  to  work  with  identified  youngsters  in  small  groups 
inside  the  classroom  and,  in  some  cases,  outside  the  classroom.  Victor  Elementary 
had  a  Part  B -Special  Incentive  Grant  which  they  utilized  to  provide  small  group 
instruction  in  reading  and  math.  The  program  at  Corvallis  High  School  utilized 
technical  skills  available  in  the  community  to  provide  on-the-job  training  for 
identified  students.  Hamilton  Elementary  used  the  Ferneld-Berres  technique  to 
modify  the  affective  behavior  patterns  of  the  identified  students. 
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RICHLAND  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Savage  Elementary 

Lambert  Elementary 
Fairview  Elementary 
Sidney  Elementary 
Cherry  Creek  Elementary 

Two  hundred  four  identified  students  from  17  districts  participated  in  five  projects. 
Tutorial  assistance  was  provided  in  the  basic  skills  areas  with  an  emphasis  on  reading 
competency.  One  of  the  projects  also  provided  a  summer  program. 

ROOSEVELT  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Poplar  Elementary 

Brockton  Elementary 
Wolf  Point  Elementary 
Cuibertson  Elementary 
Froid  Elementary 

There  were  five  projects  involving  nine  districts  in  the  county.  One  hundred 
seventy-five  identified  students  received  special  tutorial  assistance.  Poplar  and  Wolf 
Point  established  ungraded  English  classrooms.  In  addition,  Wolf  Point  offered  a 
kindergarten  program  under  Part  B -Special  Incentive  Grants. 

ROSEBUD  COUNTY 


Prime  Applicant  Districts: 


Forsyth  High  School 
Lame  Deer  Elementary 
Rosebud  Elementary 
Colstrip  High  School 
Ashland  Elementary 


Eight  districts  combined  in  five  projects  to  offer  supplementary  services  to  206 
students.  Forsyth  Elementary  established  an  ungraded  classroom  for  students  who 
had  learning  problems  but  did  not  qualify  for  Special  Education.  The  other  projects 
offered  tutorial  assistance  in  the  basic  skills  areas. 

SANDERS  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Plains  Elementary 

Noxon  High  School 
Hot  Springs  High  School 

There  were  three  projects  involving  11  of  the  districts  in  the  county.  The  projects 
concentrated  on  providing  80  identified  students  with  skills  in  reading  and  math. 
Three  school  districts  offered  activities  during  the  summer  designed  to  improve  the 
cognitive  skills.  One  district  used  field  trips  to  provide  the  students  the  opportunity 
to  receive  instruction  in  a  more  meaningful  way.  These  trips  gave  the  teachers  and 
the  students  an  opportunity  to  become  better  acquainted;  hopefully,  this  would 
prevent  behavior  and  discipline  problems  the  following  year  and  improve  the 
student's  desire  to  stay  in  school. 
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SHERIDAN  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Medicine  Lake  Elementary 

Plentywood  Elementary 

Six  districts  offered  supplementary  services  to  41  students  in  two  projects  in  the 
county.  One  project  offered  tutorial  services  in  reading,  math,  social  studies  and 
natural  science.  Plentywood  conducted  a  speech  and  reading  program  in  the 
summer. 

SILVER  BOW  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Butte  Elementary 

Ramsey  Elementary 

There  were  two  projects  involving  three  of  the  districts  in  the  county,  one  of  which 
was  a  summer  project.  The  concentration  was  on  the  basic  skills  of  reading  and 
math,  some  science  and  some  social  science.  Instruction  was  provided  individually 
and  in  small  groups  inside  the  classroom.  One  unique  feature  of  one  of  the  projects 
involved  behavior  modification  classrooms  involving  approximately  16  students,  two 
teachers  and  two  aides,  as  well  as  special  services  provided  in  some  instances  by  the 
district.  The  district,  incidently,  also  cooperated  in  the  funding  of  this  program.  The 
summer  school  activities  were  intended  to  provide  those  students  who  would 
normally  drop  out  of  school,  because  they  had  failed  a  multitude  of  classes  during 
the  school  year,  the  opportunity  to  make  up  those  classes  and  thus  to  keep  the 
student  in  school.  The  students  had  the  opportunity  to  determine  for  themselves  the 
specific  work  openings  that  might  be  available  to  them  once  they  had  received  their 
high  school  diploma.  Four  hundred  sixty-two  students  received  supplementary 
services  in  Silver  Bow  County. 

STILLWATER  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Park  City  Elementary 

Absarokee  Elementary 

Park  City  Elementary  and  High  School  provided  special  assistance  for  eight  students 
in  the  areas  of  reading  and  mathematics  during  the  regular  school  year.  Teacher  aides 
relieved  the  teachers  of  specified  duties  and  the  regular  classroom  teacher  then  spent 
additional  time  working  with  the  identified  students.  Absarokee  Elementary  and 
High  School  designed  a  summer  program  for  13  students.  The  areas  of  concentration 
were  English,  mathematics  and  natural  science.  Rapelje  Elementary  and  High  School 
participated  in  a  cooperative  project  with  Broadview  in  Yellowstone  County. 

SWEET  GRASS  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Big  Timber  Elementary 

Sweet  Grass  County  High  School 

Two  districts  in  the  county  conducted  programs  for  46  identified  students.  Big 
Timber  Elementary  provided  a  tutor  and  an  aide  to  work  with  small  groups  of 
students  in  the  basic  skills  areas.  Sweet  Grass  County  High  School  provided 
counseling  services. 
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TETON  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Fairfield  High  School 

Power  Elementary 
Dutton  Elementary 
Choteau  Elementary 

Sixty-seven  students  from  nine  districts  received  supplementary  services  through 
four  projects.  Two  of  these  projects  also  conducted  summer  activities.  The 
concentration  in  all  projects  was  on  reading  and  math. 

TOOLE  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Pondera  Elementary  (County  Supt.) 

Shelby  High  School 
Sunburst  Elementary 

All  14  districts  in  the  county  participated  in  Title  I  projects.  The  rural  schools  were 
in  a  cooperative  program  which  provided  teacher  aides  and  tutors  to  work  with  the 
identified  students  in  basic  skills.  The  Shelby  School  District  concentrated  on 
alleviating  problems  which  were  preventing  the  learning  process.  Individual  needs 
were  analyzed  and  a  prescription  developed.  A  counselor  worked  with  the  students 
and  with  the  classroom  teachers.  The  district  provided  tutorial  services.  In  Sunburst, 
the  program  operated  during  the  second  semester  and  during  the  summer.  The 
students  received  help  in  reading  and  had  the  opportunity  for  art  activities.  The  art 
program  gave  added  motivation  and  helped  to  build  the  student's  self-confidence.  In 
addition,  the  summer  program  emphasized  psychomotor  coordination.  Eighty 
students  in  the  county  received  special  services. 

TREASURE  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Hysham  High  School 

Tutorial  assistance  in  reading  and  other  basic  skills  areas  was  offered  to  five  students 
from  two  districts  through  this  Title  I  project. 

VALLEY  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Glasgow  High  School 

Opheim  Elementary 
Nashua  High  School 
Fort  Peck  Elementary 

There  were  four  projects  involving  seven  districts  in  the  county.  In  addition, 
Hinsdale  Elementary  and  High  School  participated  in  a  program  with  Saco 
Elementary  in  Phillips  County.  A  half-time  guidance  counselor  and  a  half-time 
reading  instructor  were  hired  in  the  program  at  Fort  Peck.  A  total  of  142  identified 
students  participated  in  the  four  projects  which  emphasized  reading  competencies 
and  counseling. 

WHEATLAND  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Harlowton  High  School 

Judith  Gap  Elementary 

Thirty-two  students  from  four  districts  received  tutorial  assistance  in  reading  and 
mathematics  in  two  projects  in  the  county. 
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WIBAUX  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  District:  Wibaux  Elementary 

An  itinerant  teacher  provided  tutorial  services  to  38  students  from  eight  districts. 
This  project  was  conducted  during  the  regular  school  year. 

YELLOWSTONE  COUNTY 

Prime  Applicant  Districts:         Laurel  Elementary 

Broadview  High  School 
Elysian  Elementary 
Huntley  Project  Elementary 
Shepherd  Elementary 
Lockwood  Elementary 
Billings  Elementary 

There  were  seven  projects  in  the  county  with  19  districts  providing  services  to  729 
students.  One  project  provided  an  itinerant  teacher  for  the  identified  students  in 
seven  districts.  The  concentration  throughout  the  county  was  on  reading  and  basic 
skills.  As  part  of  the  Billings  project  volunteer  tutors  from  Eastern  Montana  College 
and  Rocky  Mountain  College  worked  with  the  students.  Billings  also  conducted  an 
evening  high  school  class  for  dropouts  and  potential  dropouts;  out  of  30 
participants,  80  percent  graduated.  Lockwood  had  a  summer  kindergarten  program 
which  attempted  to  bring  the  maturity  level  of  the  participants  to  that  appropriate 
for  first  graders.  In  addition,  five  districts  operated  special  programs  under  Part 
B-Special    Incentive   Grants. 
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